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COMMISSION ON INTEGRATED
LONG-TERM STRATEGY

January 11, 1988
MEMORANDUM FOR:

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS

We are pleased to present this final report of our Commission. Pursuant to your initial
mandate, the report proposes adjustments to U.S. military strategy in view of a changing
security environment in the decades ahead.

Over the last fifteen months the Commission has received valuable counsel from
members of Congress, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Service Chiefs,
and the President's Science Advisor. Members of the National Security Council Staff,
numerous professionals in the Department of Defense and the Central Intelligence
Agency, and a broad range of specialists outside the government provided unstinting
support. We are also indebted to the Commission's hardworking staff.

The Commission was supported generously by several specialized study groups that
closely analyzed a number of issues, among them: the security environment for the next
twenty years, the role of advanced technology in military systems, interactions between
offensive and defensive systems on the periphery of the Soviet Union, and the U.S.
posture in regional conflicts around the world. Witt..n the next few months, these study
groups will publish detailed findings of their own.

The Commission's charter lapses next October. Until that time, Commission mem-
bers will remain on call to deliberate further on aspects of this report and related issues. All
the members endorse the conclusions of this report and stand ready to assist in imple-
menting them.
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The Commission’s Main Points

ur strategy must be designed for the long term, to guide force development,

weapons procurement, and arms negotiations. Armaments the Pentagon
chooses today will serve our forces well into the next century. Arms agreements take
years to negotiate and remain in force for decades.

Our strategy must also be integrated. We should not decide in isolation
questions about new technology, force structure, mobility and bases, conventional
and nuclear arms, extreme threats and Third World conflicts. We need to fit together
our plans and forces for a wide range of conflicts, from the lowest intensity and
highest probability to the most apocalyptic and least likely.

The Next Twenty Years

The decades ahead arelikely to bring drastic changes: China, perhaps Japanand
other countries, will become major military powers. Lesser powers will acquire
advanced weaponry, diminishing the relative advantages of both U.S. and Soviet
forces. Arms agreements may have a sizable impact on nuclear and conventional
forces.

Major U.S. interests will continue to be threatened at fronts much closer to our
adversaries than to the United States. Our ability to deter aggression at these distant
places will be impaired by uncertainty about a'lies and friends granting us access to
bases and overflight rights, or joining us in defense preparations to respond to
ambiguous warning signals. Our difficulties of access may worsen as a result of
Third World conflicts that jeopardize U.S. bases or lead to Soviet expansion in areas
previously free of Soviet forces.

Military technology will change substantially in the next 20 years. We have
depended on nuclear and other advanced weapons to deter attacks on our allies,
even as the Soviets have eliminated our nuclear advantage. If Soviet military
research continues to exceed our own, it will erode the qualitative edge on which we
have long relied.

The Commission’s Main Points




An Integrated Strategy for the Long Haul

The strategy is built on a number of principles, some calling for radical
adjustments, some reaffirming key elements in the current defense effort.

© We should emphasize a wider range of contingencies than the two extreme
threats that have long dominated our alliance policy and force planning: the
massive Warsaw Pact attack on Central Europe and an all-out Soviet nuclear
attack. By concentrating on these extreme cases, our planners tend to neglect
attacks that call for discriminating military responses and the risk that in
these situations some allies might opt out.

© To help defend our allies and to defend our interests abroad, we cannot rely
on threats expected to provoke our own annihilation if carried out. In
peacetime, a strategy based on such threats would undermine support for
national defense. In a crisis, reliance on such threats could fail catastrophi-
cally for lack of public support. We must have militarily effective responses
that can limit destruction if we are not to invite destruction of what we are
defending.

© We must diversify and strengthen our ability to bring discriminating, non-
nuclear force to bear where needed in time to defeat aggression. To this end,
we and our allies need to exploit emerging technologies of precision, control,
and intelligence that can provide our conventional forces with more selective
and more effective capabilities for destroying military targets.

© Both our conventional and nuclear posture should be based on a mix of
offensive and defensive systems. To help deter nuclear attack and to make it
safer to reduce offensive arms we need strategic defense. To deter or respond
to conventional aggression we need a capability for conventional counter-
offensive operations deep into enemy territory.

© Control of space in wartime is becoming increasingly important. In a conven-
tional war, our space capabilities—critical for communications, intelligence,
and control of our forces—must be made survivable or replaceable. The enemy
must be prevented from using space freely to support his targeting of our forces.

© We will need capabilities for discriminate nuclear strikes to deter a limited
nuclear attack on allied or U.S. forces, and if necessary to stop a massive
invasion. Improvements in British and French nuclear forces can contribute to
the common defense.

© To help protect U.S. interests and allies in the Third World, we will need more
of a national consensus on both means and ends. Our means should include:

O  Security assistance at a higher level and with fewer legislative restrictions
that inhibit its effectiveness.
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O  Versatile, mobile forces, minimally dependent on overseas bases, that can
deliver precisely controlled strikes against distant military targets.

C  Allies that help us defend common interests beyond alliance boundaries.

O  In special cases, U.S. assistance to anti-Communist insurgents who are
resisting a hostile regime imposed from the outside or a regime that
threatens its neighbors. The free World will not remain freeif its options are
only to stand still or retreat.

@ Our arms control policy should give increasing emphasis to conventional

reductions. Carefully designed reductions in nuclear arms could lead to a safer
balance of offensive and defensive forces. Elimination of the large Soviet
advantage in tanks, artillery, and other heavy equipment would help both
NATO'’s security and the Soviet economy, and hence be in the interest of both
sides. In order to deter violations, compliance with an arms agreement must be
verifiable and backed by an industrial mobilization capacity and the political
will to respond effectively in the event the agreement breaks down.

Given the perils and uncertainties facing our nation and our allies in the future,
the defense and security assistance budgets should grow at a steady rate
commensurate with our growing economy. U.S. defense budgeting in the years
ahead should be guided by the strategic priorities outlined, permitting econo-
mies in some areas and providing needed enhancement in others. In periods
when the U.S. defense budget does not increase, we must support continued
growth in the equipment that makes our ships, aircraft and other “platforms”
more effective—such as advanced non-nuclear munitions, conventionally
armed tactical missiles, sensors and communications systems.

The principles above imply change. But our strategy also includes many things

that will not change:

®

We must maintain a mix of survivable strategic offensive arms and command
and control capabilities that can, in all circumstances, respond to and thus deter
a massive nuclear attack intended to eliminate our nuclear forces and other
targets.

In the future, even more than in the last forty years, the United States will need
its allies to share the risks and burdens of the common defense.

We will seek to contain Soviet expansion in any region of the world.
We will need forward deployed forces in some critical, threatened areas.

We will maintain as a reinforcement capability mobile active and reserve com-
ponents in the United States.

With forces much smaller than those of the Soviets, we must not only continue
to field better equipment, but we must also maintain the high quality, superior
training and excellence in leadership of the men and women who serve in our
armed forces. 4

The Commission’s Main Points







The durability of U.S. grand
strategy is remarkable.

The basic strategy remains
valid but needs to take
account of contemporary
realities and guide long
term defense plans.

The Changing
Security Environment

D efense planning in the United States has centered for many
years on a grand strategy of extraordinary global sweep.
The strategy can be stated quite simply: forward deployment of
American forces, assigned to oppose invading armies and backed
by strong reserves and a capability to use nuclear weapons if
necessary. Resting on alliances with other democratic countries,
the strategy aims to draw a line that no aggressor will dare to
Cross.

The durability of this strategy is remarkable. American
forces have now been deployed in Central Europe for 40 years.
They have been in the Republic of Korea for 35 years. The Atlantic
Alliance has now outlasted all multilateral peacetime alliances in
modern history.

The strategy has had considerable success. All the Alliance
members are still free countries. Soviet forces have not attacked
Western Europe, and North Korean forces have not again at-
tacked South Korea.

But the strategy has also had some setbacks. Soviet power
has bypassed the lines we drew and has pushed into Southern
Asia, the Middle East, Africa, the Caribbean, and Central Amer-
ica. Ina world that is less bipolar than it once was, the strategy has
not helped much in dealing with hostile countries (Iran, for
example) outside the Soviet bloc. In Europe itself there are signs
of severe strain. The Alliance has not succeeded in matching
Soviet conventional forces on the continent, and for many contin-
gencies our threat to use nuclear weapons against them has
become progressively less credible in light of the growth in Soviet
nuclear forces.

The Commission is not proposing to replace the strategy. We
believe in forward deployment of American forces, in backing
them with strong reserves, and in retaining the nuclear threat to
help defend our allies. But we also believe that the strategy needs
to be brought into line with contemporary realities.

The revised strategy proposed in these pages is meant to
guide our defense planning for many years into the future—at
least twenty. We need to look far ahead not just because Alliance

I The Changing Security Environment 5




A key question affecting the
strategic balance will be
whether Japan exercises its
option to become a major
military power.

policy takes time to change. Our planning has to be long-term
because many of the decisions on defense policy cast shadows
into the future. The Pentagon must choose today among arma-
ments that will be in service well into the next century. Arms
control agreements may remain in force for decades.

As the Commission’s name indicates, we believe that strat-
egy has to be more “integrated” than it is today. That term refers
in part to the never-ending trade-offs in defense planning. It also
refers to the ramifying effects of our core concepts, which call for
credible responses to aggression (and not a posture based on
threats of indiscriminate destruction). Those concepts should
affect the way we procure weapons, the priority we assign to
scientific research, the policy we adopt on arms control, and the
force structures we create. A major purpose of this report is to lay
out the interconnections between these decisions.

In taking a long-term perspective, the Commission is not
assuming the permanence of today’s international security envi-
ronment. Indeed, we believe that the environment may change
dramatically. Twenty years hence America may confront a
vastly more complex environment, including some new major
powers and new kinds of weaponry and alliances. Some possible
changes are already discernible at several points on the strategic
landscape, and several in particular seem worth focusing on:

The Rise of Japan and China. In some measure, military
power reflects economic power. Japan’s economy is now the
second largest in the world and is apt to continue growing. In the
decades ahead, a key question affecting the strategic balance will
be whether Japan exercises its option to become a major military
power. Even if it does not, it may be influencing the strategic
environment simply by its investment decisions. A Japanese
decision to help in the development of Soviet technology, for
example, could help to increase the Soviet military potential. On
the other hand, additional Japanese economic assistance to U.S.
allies and friends (e.g., the Philippines, Turkey, Egypt) would
benefit our security.

Over the next 20 years, the Chinese economy may well grow
faster than those of the United States, Europe, or the Soviet Union.
By 2010 China may have the world’s second or third largest
economy (the Soviet Union is now third). It may well become a
superpower, in military terms, though still behind the Soviet
Union and the United States. Large uncertainties attach to
China’s future.

The Changing Security Environment 1|




By 2010, China and Japan
will have the economic
capacity to act as major
world powers. Unless “re-
structuring” produces star-
tling new gains, the Soviet
Union’s share of the world
economy will shrink. The
GNPs of middle regional
powers like India and
Korea (not shown) are
likely to grow substantially
relative to those of West-
ern Europe.

A world with three or four
major, global military powers
would confront American
strategic planners with a far
more complicated environ-
ment.

GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCTS
OF SELECTED COUNTRIES

TRILLIONS OF FY86 DOLLARS
o»

1950 1990

- SOVIET UNION

2010

Dm

- UNITED STATES

Y

A world with three or four major, global military powers
would confront American strategic planners with a far more
complicated environment than does the familiar bipolar compe-
tition with the Soviet Union. In any such multipolar world, the
United States would have to manage relations with several
different global powers and form appropriate coalitions with
them. Wars might break out between powerful nations not
aligned with the United States. Alliances might shift. The next
twenty years will be a period of transition to this new world of
several major powers.

Soviet Economic Difficulties. The U.S.S.R.’s persistent eco-
nomic difficulties, and the regime’s efforts to deal with them via
“restructuring,” are huge imponderables for U.S. defense plan-
ners. Whatever the long-term prospects for Soviet economic
growth, progress in the near term is apt to be modest. It is also
unclear what, if anything, higher rates of economic growth would
imply for Soviet foreign policy. In any event, we cannot base our
long-term strategy on uncertain forecasts about a more benign
Soviet foreign policy. Change is possible, but it would have to
show itself in concrete actions that reduce the dangers to our
interests.

I The Changing Security Environment 7




The precision associated with
the new technologies will
enable us to use conve1tional
weapons for many o; ne
missions once assigned to
nuclear weapons.

But high tech is not an
American monopoly.

What about the possibility that continuing economic weak-
ness might mean a reduced Soviet threat? In the long run, the
Soviet leaders would have difficulty maintaining the country’s
present military position if economic reform fails. Still, nobody
can be sure how even a resounding failure would play out.
Failure might drive the regime to seek legitimacy in military
successes abroad, or even to try gaining control over foreign
resources. In combination with the USSR’s growing ethnic ten-
sions, economic failure might even trigger efforts by some parts
of the Soviet empire to loosen their bonds.

Changes in Military Technology. Dramatic developments
inmilitary technology appear feasible over the next twenty years.
They will be driven primarily by the further exploitation of
microelectronics, in particular for sensors and information proc-
essing, and the development of directed energy. These develop-
ments could require major revisions in military doctrines and
force structures. The U.S. leads in developing many of the rele-
vant technologies, which may be a source of concern to the
Soviets. But the Soviet military establishment is already engaged
in a major effort to understand the military implications of new
technologies, and appears to have concluded that revolutionary
changes in the nature of war will result. The much greater
precision, range, and destructiveness of weapons could extend
war across a much wider geographic area, make war much more
rapid and intense, and require entirely new modes of operation.
Application of new technologies to both offensive and defensive
systems will pose complicated problems for designing forces and
assessing enemy capabilities.

The precision associated with the new technologies will
enable us to use conventional weapons for many of the missions
once assigned to nuclear weapons. The new technologies will
work to strengthen the ability of our ground and air forces to
defeat invasions. Particularly important in this connection is the
prospective use of “low-observable” (Stealth) technology in
combination with extremely accurate weapons and improved
means of locating targets. In the years beyond 2000, this combina-
tion will provide new ways to stop invading forces at great
distances from the front lines.

But high tech is not an American monopoly. Since the mid-
1960s, Soviet gains in nuclear weapons have gradually deprived
us of a strategic edge that served to compensate for the Soviet
advantage in conventional forces threatening Western Europe. In
light of this revolutionary change it became increasingly impor-

The Changing Security Environment 1



The Soviet military establish-
ment is striving to match or
even Surpass our weapons
technology, and will do so
unless we increase our
research efforts.

Many lesser powers will have
sizable arsenals. These will
often include chemical
weapons.

- - T 7 .

tant for the Atlantic Alliance to counter the Soviet numerical
superiority in tanks, armored personnel carriers, artillery pieces
and other equipment with the broad qualitative superiority of its
systems. But the Soviet military establishment is striving to match
or even surpass our weapons technology, and will increasingly
do so unless we increase our research efforts.

Soviet military industry is already producing vastly im-
proved armor for tanks. They have made enormous strides in
submarine technology. The Soviets are sure to stay well ahead in
their research on chemical and biological weapons, where they
have practically no U.S. competition. Particularly ominous is the
large and rapidly growing Soviet capability for military use of
space in support of conventional warfare, in combination with
vigorous research efforts on several techn.'~gies relevant for
space warfare.

Soviet qualitative gains might be extended for several rea-
sons. At present, for example, the United States has fewer scien-
tists and engineers working on military technology. The U.S.
budgets for defenseresearch and procurement have been lagging
the Soviet effort and may continue to do so. Western controls on
the transfer of technology (the effectiveness of which has varied
over time) might again become less effective. And, based on past
performance, we can assume that any agreements limiting the
testing of military technology would be observed far morerigidly
in the United States than in the Soviet Union.

The Worldwide Diffusion of Advanced Weapons. The
relationship between the major and minor powers will change by
the early 21st century. Today the United States and the Soviet
Union can often decisively influence the military postures of
smaller states by making weaponry available or denying it. In the
years ahead, weapons production will be much more widely
diffused, and the superpowers (especially if there are three or
four) will have less control over transfers of advanced systems.
Many lesser powers will have sizable arsenals. These will often
include chemical weapons and short-range or even medium-
range missiles. Several large and mid-sized countries that used to
be listed among the less-developed countries—India, Brazil,
South and North Korea, Egypt—are now building sizable arms
industries.

The next twenty years could also see the production of
atomic bombs in many countries not now possessing them.
Because of the spread of nuclear reactors and the technology

I The Changing Security Environment




The advanced weapons of the
lesser powers will affect the
U.S. ability to support its
allies around the world.

We will continue to need
bases to deter or defeat
agressors at distant points
overseas.

associated with nuclear energy, many countries are in possession
of fissile material or the means to produce it. This creates a
potential for some of the countries, including several that are
relatively poor and less industrialized, to build arsenals of a
dozen or more atomic bombs. In the next century, forty or more
countries in Europe, Asia, the Middle East and elsewhere will
have the technical wherewithal to build such arsenals within a
few years. Today, fortunately, nearly all countries other than the
five avowed nuclear powers hesitate to launch programs for
building nuclear weapons. (A few go about it furtively and
slowly.) In some regions, increasing arms competition or a pro-
longed war might undermine this extraordinarily important
restraint and might even bring to a shattering end a half-century
of non-use of nuclear weapons.

The arsenals of the lesser powers will make it riskier and
more difficult for the superpowers to intervene in regional wars.
The U.S. ability to support its allies around the world will increas-
ingly be called into question. Where American intervention
seems necessary, it will generally require far more cooperation
with Third World countries than has been required in the past.
Furthermore, American efforts to influence military outcomes in
regional wars will call for use of our most sophisticated weap-
onry, even though this could compromise its effectiveness in a
US-Soviet war.

Deteriorating U.S. Access. One long-term trend unfavor-
able to the United States concerns our diminishing ability to gain
agreement for timely access, including bases and overflight
rights, to areas threatened by Soviet aggression. We have found
itincreasingly difficult, and politically costly, to maintain bases in
the Third World. Many of our friends there become vulnerable to
nationalist charges that they are surrendering sovereignty by al-
lowing us to use ports, airfields and other territory; even over-
flight rights for U.S. aircraft have become controversial in some
friendly countries. Our current basing agreement with the Philip-
pine government expires in 1991, at which point our stay there
becomes subject to a one-year termination notice. The 1979 Pan-
ama Canal treaty and its supporting agreements specify that all
U.S. bases in the area be closed down by 1999. Both treaties allow
for renegotiation, but it is far from certain that we will be able to
retain a base support structure in either country. The use of our
bases in the Azores may also become more restricted.

The United States will continue to need bases because the
need will remain to deter or defeat aggressors at distant points
overseas—typically at points much closer to our adversaries than
to us. Meanwhile, the Soviet Union, which begins with the

10
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advantage of greater proximity, has enormously strengthened its
airlift and sealift capabilities; in addition, it now meets little
resistance to its overflights in many parts of the world. Reversing
the relationships of the fifties, the Soviets could now put large
forces into the Middle East quite rapidly, while the United States
cannot do so without more help than we have been getting from
our allies there.

The Emergence of New Threats in the Western Hemi-
sphere. The absence of significant security threats close to home
has helped free the United States to play a global military role in
the years since 1945. This situation might change if more pro-
Communist regimes come to power in the hemisphere. If the
Sandinista regime consolidates its power in Nicaragua and con-
tinues to receive Soviet support, hostile Communist regimes
might gradually become established elsewhere in Central Amer-
ica—for example, in El Salvador, Honduras, and Panama. Any
such trend could be expected to endanger control of the Panama
Canal and threaten the political stability of Mexico. These devel-
opments would force the United States to divert far more of its
foreign policy resources and defense assets to the Caribbean
region, leading to a reduced American role in NATO.

One overriding message in all these imponderables is the
need for flexibility in the U.S. defense posture. We will presuma-
bly continue to face Soviet challenges at various points on the
periphery of the U.S.S.R., but we must also expect abroader range
of challenges in the Third World. Thedemands on U.S. forces may
well be growing at a time when budgetary constraints are limit-
ing the size of those forces. The challenge will be to defend our
interests in many different places, even while lacking the re-
sources to offer much peacetime support to our allies and friends
there. Plainly the Pentagon must give preference to more mobile
and versatile forces—forces that can deter aggression by their
ability to respond rapidly and discriminately to a wide range of
attacks. L
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In the past forty years all the
wars in which the United

States has been involved have
occurred in the Third World.

Conflicts in the Third World
are less threatening than any
Soviet-American war would
be, yet they can undermine
our ability to defend our most
vital interests.

Third World Conflicts
and U.S. Interests

Nearly all the armed conflicts of the past forty years have
occurred in what is vaguely referred to as the Third World:
the diverse countries of Asia, the Middle East, Africa, Latin
America, and the Eastern Caribbean. In the same period, all the
wars in which the United States was involved—either directly
with its combat forces or indirectly with military assistance—
occurred in the Third World. Given future trends in the diffusion
of technology and military power, the United States needs a clear
understanding of its interests and military role in these regions.

The overarching common feature of our military involve-
ment in the Third World has been rancorous disagreement about
the nature of our interests. We have disagreed not only about
whether we should be involved (as in Nicaragua), but even about
whether we were supporting the right side (as in Mozambique).
Our failure in Vietnam still casts a shadow over U.S. intervention
anywhere, and other setbacks—notably those we suffered in
Lebanon—have left some predisposed to pessimism about our
ability to promote U.S. interests in the Third World. Our ability to
persevere in such wars is always questionable.

The tools and tactics of American involvement are severely
circumscribed. In addition, we are sometimes constrained by the
need to “save” forces or advanced technologies for a possible
confrontation with the Soviet Union—even though our potential
adversaries in the Third World are themselves acquiring increas-
ingly sophisticated weaponry.

These conflicts in the Third World are obviously less threat-
ening than any Soviet-American war would be, yet they have had
and will have an adverse cumulative effect on U.S. access to
critical regions, on American credibility among allies and friends,
and on American self-confidence. If this cumulative effect cannot
be checked or reversed in the future, it will gradually undermine
America’s ability to defend its interests in the most vital regions,
such as the Persian Gulf, the Mediterranean and the Western
Pacific.

I1 'fhird World Conflicts and U.S. Interests 7 13




Right now something like
500,000 insurgents have
taken up arms against Soviet-
supported regimes.

In the coming decades the United States will need to be better
prepared to deal with conflicts in the Third World. The prepara-
tions will not be expensive. But they require new kinds of plan-
ning, since they often call for missions, force structures, and
equipment not now available in the U.S. inventory.

U.S. difficulties in dealing with this violence constitute a
major reason for its persistence. Our adversaries tell themselves
that they often run little risk when they attack U.S. interests or
allies in the Third World, especially if the warfare is of low
intensity and protracted, and if they use guerrilla forces, para-
military terrorist organizations, or armed subversives. If we do
not improve our ability to counter this lesser violence, we will
surely lose the support of many Third World countries that want
to believe the United States can protect its friends, not to mention
its own interests. Violence in the Third World threatens our
interests ina variety of ways. It canimperil a fledgling democracy
(as in El Salvador), increase pressures for large-scale migration to
the United States (as in Central American wars), jeopardize
important U.S. bases (as in the Philippines), threaten vital sea
lanes (as in the Persian Gulf), or provide strategic opportunities
for the Soviet Union and its proxies.

The Soviet Union and its allies have often backed terrorism
and insurgency around the world. They have skillfully exploited
pervasive poverty and nationalist resentments in many regions,
and their methods of political control provide a useful model for
Third World dictatorships seeking to gain and hold power. Still,
the Soviets have problems of their own in these regions. It is
increasingly well understood that Communist economics offers
no passport to development: the contrast between North and
South Korea carries a powerful message, and so do the economic
disasters of Ethiopia, Angola, Mozambique, and Cambodia.
Right now something like 500,000 insurgents have taken up arms
against Soviet-supported regimes (which are in the aggregate
supported by perhaps 400,000 Soviet, Cuban, and Vietnamese
troops).

Many of our problems in the Third World are centered on
what is now called “low intensity conflict.” The term refers to
insurgencies, organized terrorism, paramilitary crime, sabotage,
and other forms of violence in a shadow area between peace and
open warfare involving large units. To defend its interests prop-
erly in the Third World, the United States will have to take low
intensity conflict much more seriously. It is a form of warfare in
which “the enemy” is more or less omnipresent and unlikely ever
to surrender. In the past we have sometimes seen these attacks as
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